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Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1^ is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 5 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) P4 is/are rejected. 
/)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)^ accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 
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The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of tlie invention, and of tlie manner and process of 
malting and using it, in sucli full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. 

The amendment changing "upto 150 nm" to "which is not more than 150 nm" on 
line 3 of claim 1 is considered new matter since the original disclosure fails to have 
basis for claiming a nanoparticle size equal to 150 nm". 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Heinig, Jr.. 

With respect to claim 1 , Heinig discloses silver deposited on activated alumina, 
the silver obviously being in the form of nanoparticles having a size up to 150 nm since 
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it is in a colloidal form and is deposited on the alumina using a method that is similar to 
that disclosed in the instant specification (see lines 6-40 of col. 6). The specific method 
steps for making the composition recited on lines 4-10 fail to carry patentable weight 
since applicant has failed to provide experimental evidence that such process steps 
would result in a product that was materially different from that disclosed by Heinig. 

Concerning claim 3, Heinig fails to specify the activated alumina and other 
substrates as being in the form of powder, however, such a modification would have 
been obvious in order to maximize the surface area of the adsorbent for a particular 
application. 

Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yan. 

With respect to claims 1-2, Yan discloses gold and silver deposited on activated 
alumina (see from line 56 of col. 3 to line 16 of col. 4), the gold and silver obviously 
being in the form of nanoparticles having a size up to 150 nm since it is deposited on 
the alumina using a method that is similar to that disclosed in the instant specification 
(see lines 10-36 of col. 6). The method steps for making the composition recited on 
lines 4-10 fail to carry patentable weight since applicant has failed to provide 
experimental evidence that such process steps would result in a product that was 
materially different from that disclosed by Yan. 

Concerning claim 3, Yan fails to specify the activated alumina as being in the 
form of powder, however, such a modification would have been obvious in order to 
maximize the surface area of the adsorbent for a particular application. 
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Regarding claim 4, Yan includes activated carbon (see line 61 of col. 3). 

Applicant's arguments filed 12-22-09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments that Kayimi et al disclose the silver to be In an ionic state 
are noted, however, Heinig and Yan both disclose silver in a reduced metallic/neutral 
state. Accordingly, the rejection over Kayimi et al has been withdrawn and the rejections 
over Heinig and Yan have been maintained. 

Applicant's argument that the prior art fails to disclose all of the process steps 
that have been added to claim 1 is noted and agreed with, however, the rejections have 
been maintained since process limitations fail to give patentable weight to a composition 
claim unless applicant can provide experimental evidence showing that the process 
steps yield a materially different composition relative to that disclosed in the prior art. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew O. Savage whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1 146. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:00am-3:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Duane Smith can be reached on (571) 272-1166. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1797 
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